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The purpose of this study was to investigate listeners' perceptions of two

speakers during a job interview. College students were asked to rate two speakers; a
person who stuttered and a person who was fluent during a videotaped job interview.
The results of this study suggested that although the subjects noticed the speech
difficulties of the candidate who stuttered and thought her to be nervous, they did not
perceive the speaker who stuttered to be less competent for the job. The candidate who
stuttered was rated in a comparable range to the fluent candidate on questions of
competency and employment.
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Literature Review
A number of investigations have been conducted on listener's perceptions of
stuttering. Some have asked subjects to rate a hypothetical stutter (Dorsey & Guenther,
2000; Kalowinski & Watt, 1987; Lass, Ruscello, Pannbacker, Schmitt, & Everly-Myers,
1989; White & Collins, 1984; Woods & Williams, 1976), others have played videos of
people stuttering (Collins & Blood, 1990; Franck, Jackson, Pimentel, & Greenwood,
2003; Snyder, 2001; Susca & Healey, 2002; Wenker, Wegener, & Hart, 1996), and a few
have asked individuals to rate their own speech (Kalowinski & Watt, 1987; St. Louis &
Atkins, 1988). Such studies have considered the perceptions of Middle School children
(Franck, et. al., 2003), high school students (Snyder, 2001), professors and college
students (Dorsey & Guenther, 2000), Speech-Language Pathologist (Lass, et. al., 1989),
nonstutterers (Kalowinski & Watt, 1987; White & Collins, 1984), and stutterers
(Kalowinski & Watt, 1987).
The general stereotype of stutterers is that they are nervous, shy, and frustrated
(Lass, et. al, 1989). Lass and his colleges (1989) followed other researchers' studies by
asking individuals to provide a list of characteristics of a person who stutters. In nearly
all studies that ask for people's opinions of an individual that stutters, the stereotype of
being nervous, shy, and frustrated is demonstrated. Regardless of exposure one has to
individuals who stutter, this stereotypical idea is unlikely to vary (Lass, et al., 1989;
Snyder, 2001; White & Collins, 1984). However, some groups of individuals may rate
stutterers more favorably in other areas such as intelligence, competence, and non •.
aggressiveness (Dorsey & Guenther, 2000). This seems to be true with various groups of
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listeners that have been questioned, however, children were less likely to distinguish a
difference between personal traits and intelligence (Franck, et, al., 2003).
It is important to note that even fluent speakers produce some errors in speech
production, including disfluencies (St. Louis & Atkins, 1988) and may "generate some
negative comments from listeners" (Susca & Healey, 2002. p. 159). Because of this fact,
studies by Susca and Healey (2002) as well as Collins and Blood (1990) have looked at
how the frequency of stuttering effects listeners' perceptions. Results of both studies
found that the more severe, or frequent, the stuttering, the more negatively rated the
speaker. However, Collins and Blood (1990) found that if a severe stutterer informs
those whom they are speaking to of their fluency difficulties, they are rated more
favorably. This could be true because the uncertainty of the listener is diminished. The
same study looked at the difference when mild stutterers inform and do not inform
listeners of their stuttering, and no significant difference was found.
In addition to those who stutter at low frequencies and forewarn their listeners
that they stutter, other studies have found groups of stutterers that may be preferable.
The study by Lass and his colleagues (1989) surveyed Speech-Language Pathologists,
and asked them to list characteristics of adult male and female stutterers, and eight-yearold male and female stutterers. Both groups of females generated the least amount of
characteristics, and the eight-year-old female was given the highest percentage of positive
and neutral traits. One can infer, as a result, that female stutterers have fewer stigmas
attached to them than their male counter parts, with more favor given to the young female
speaker. Wenker, et. al. (1996) also found in their study that speakers who pretended to
stutter were rated higher than speakers who genuinely had a stuttering problem were.
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Some studies have suggested that using a hypothetical stutterer, rather than a live
or videotaped person, may generate more adverse results (Dorsey & Guenther, 2000;
Lass, et. aI., 1989; Snyder, 2001). Dorsey and Guenther (2000) suggested that stutterers
have been negatively portrayed in the media. When forced to think of a hypothetical
stutterer, many people will think of characters that stutter in films such as One Flew Over
the Cuckoo's Nest to generate their opinions. Snyder (2001) tested this theory by giving

a survey to high school students, showing them a documentary on a young girl who
stuttered, then giving them another survey. He found only minimal changes in the
students' perceptions, which were deemed insignificant.
Through research, it was discovered that very few studies were done to test a
person who stutter's ability to be hired for a job. Because of this, the authors wondered if
listeners' perceptions of job competence were influenced by a candidate's overall
communication abilities. This study decided to focus on an interview situation for a job
as a house sitter, because the authors did not believe the job to have an emphasis on
communication.

By using a job that did not necessarily require communication, ideas of

being an effective communicator could be separated from tasks the job requires. Because
college students' perception did not vary greatly from professors or even SpeechLanguage Pathologists, it was decided to survey college students for the availability of
subjects (Dorsey & Guenther, 2000; Lass, et. aI., 1989).
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Methods
Stimuli
Two graduate students in speech-language pathology and one faculty member in
speech-language pathology at Northern DIinois University served as actors in a job
interview situation. Using a semi-scripted (Appendix A), the faculty member acted as the
interviewer, while each of the two graduate students role played the two interviewees for
a position as a house sitter. One student served as a candidate who was fluent during her
interview while the other pseudo-stuttered.

The candidate that stuttered produced an

average of six stutters per 100 syllables of conversational speech. All stutters were sound
and syllable repetitions. Each candidate's interview was approximately four minutes in
length. The candidates were videotaped, using a OCR- VX2000 NTSC Sony Digital
video camera, in front of an off-white backdrop in a sound proof booth with the door ajar,
facing a digital video camera. The interviewer could be heard, but not seen in the video.
A MX393/0 Shure Microphone was used to record the vocal signal.

Subjects
Students in three undergraduate classes at Northern Illinois University
(Communications, Psychology, and Family, Consumer, and Nutrition Sciences) were
selected to participate in this study. From the three classes, 109 students served as
subjects to rate both candidates. Although only thirty-one percent of participants were
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male, this study did not emphasize the difference between male and female perceptions to
ensure confidentiality. Also, it was found in the study by Woods and Williams (1976)
that sex is not a significant factor in individuals' perceptions of those who stutter.

Procedures
Prior to viewing the videotape, subjects were told that they would be participating
in a research study. The subjects were told that they would view two job interviews and,
following each interview, they would be asked to fill out a questionnaire (Appendix B)
regarding the candidate. If the students agreed, they were asked to read and fill out an
informed consent form that was previously approved by the university's Institutional
Review Board.
After consent was given, subjects viewed the interview of the fluent candidate.
Following viewing the first interview, the subjects filled out the questionnaire, evaluating
the candidate on a scale of one to seven on each of thirty statements provided on the
questionnaire.

They were all instructed to answer "I" if they completely disagreed with

the statement, "7" if they completely agreed, or somewhere in between. Evaluations
were then collected.
Next, the subjects viewed the second interview where the candidate pseudostuttered. At the completion of the second interview, subjects filled out an identical
questionnaire to evaluate the second candidate. Evaluations were again collected.
When all data sheets were collected, the subjects were informed that the
experiment involved a mild deception. They were not informed ahead of time that the
video was not of an actual interview and that one of the candidates stuttered. Subjects
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were told that the examiner was researching perceptions of stutterers and how those
perceptions relate to job competence. It was explained that they were not told prior to the
viewing that a candidate stuttered to reduce potential bias. Subjects were also provided
with the name and email address of the investigator and her advisor if they had questions
regarding the research.

Results

Evaluations of the two candidates were marked on scantron forms. The 108
forms for the fluent candidate and 107 forms for the candidate who stuttered that were
collected were then sent to Testing Services at Northern lllinois University so that
scoring may be done electronically. The electronic scoring alleviated human error in
recording scores, as well as calculating means and standard deviations for both
candidates on each question. Table A-Testing Services Summary shows the figures of
mean and standard deviation for each question, with candidate A being the fluent
speaker, and candidate B being the speaker who pseudo-stuttered.
are also plotted on Figure A-Candidates' Means.

The means for each
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Table A-Testing Services Summary
Ouestion

Mean A

SDA

MeanB

SDB

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

5.70
5.27
5.30
5.41
5.32
6.01
5.40
3.41

1.10
1.38
1.33
1.24
1.30
.97
1.20
1.66
1.23
1.11
1.08
1.23
1.70
1.17
1.65
1.29
1.30
1.32
1.27
1.57
1.07
1.35
1.16
1.23
1.27
1.08
.79
1.56
1.53
1.63

4.79
4.03
5.12
3.56
5.30
4.43
4.48
3.64
5.79
5.42

1.81
1.67
1.43
1.66
1.33
1.69
1.64
1.56
1.24
1.40
1.27
1.29
1.62
1.15
1.75
1.58
1.41
1.21
1.60
1.96
1.37
1.15
1.59
1.13
1.25
1.29
1.29
1.65
1.51
1.66

10
11

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

5.81
5.78
5.69
5.45
3.14
5.61
3.42
4.90
5.02
5.12
4.86
2.95
5.44
5.33
5.61
5.31
5.68
5.40
5.99
5.12
5.20
5.00

5.08
5.40
3.26
5.59
3.81
4.01
4.71
5.27
4.26
5.23
4.51
5.95
3.20
5.36
5.67
4.56
4.56
4.42
5.26
4.93
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Figure A-Candidates' Means

7r------------------------------------------------,

1 2 3 <4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 1920 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30
Question

Special attention was drawn to questions that generated a full point or more
difference between the means of the two candidates. Five statements yielded such a
difference. The statements are listed in Table B-Greater Than a Point Difference in
Means. Since these statements all dealt with communication abilities, it was not
surprising that the only one of the five statements which the disfluent speaker scored
higher on (a higher score means more agreement with the statement) was The interviewee
appeared to have difficulty speaking.
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Table B-Greater Than a Point Difference in Means
Statement

Difference in score

The candidate was able to articulate their ideas effectively
The person communicated well
The individual spoke at a rate that was appropriate for
understanding
The interviewee appeared to have difficulty speaking
The person spoke clearly

l.24
l.86
l.58
2.28
2.41

For purposes of the significance of the differences, the investigator decided to
graph the means and standard deviations of each question (see Figure B l-One Standard
Deviation Range Candidate A and Figure B2-0ne Standard Deviation Range Candidate
B). Attention was drawn to statements where one candidate did not fall within one
standard deviation of the other candidate's evaluation. Four statements produced such
results and are listed on Table C-Greater Than One Standard Deviation Difference in
Scores. These statements focused on the candidates' communication skills, with the
candidate who pseudo-stuttered

receiving a higher score only for the statement The

interviewee appeared to have difficulty speaking (the higher score being negative in this
case).
Table C-Greater Than One Standard Deviation Difference in Scores

4.
6.
20.
23.

The
The
The
The

Statement
person communicated well
individual spoke at a rate that was appropriate for understanding
interviewee appeared to have difficulty speaking
person spoke clearly
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Figure 81-0ne
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In both cases where more of a difference was noted, communication appeared to
be the defining difference. When looking for more of a important difference, the
statement The candidate was able to articulate their ideas effectively did not seem to
generate as much focus. Articulating ideas may relate more to word choice than actual
speech production, so when looking at significance, speech production may be the
determining difference. However, another statement on the questionnaire that dealt with
communication but did not generate a notable difference was Based upon the person's
communication abilities, I would hire her. Therefore, communication struggles did not
seem to affect the individuals' ability to be hired for ajob as a house sitter.
Other statements where the candidate who stutterer's mean was higher, but more
negative, were The interviewee seemed apprehensive about being interviewed, The
individual was hesitant to answer questions, and The interviewee appeared nervous. In
addition to these statements, the candidate generated a lower mean for some statements
where a lower score was considered negative: The individual appeared confident, I felt
that the candidate appeared comfortable in the interview, and The individual appeared
relaxed. These statements were thought to be related to the stereotype of stutterers being
nervous (Lass, et. al., 1989). While in this study the stereotype may have been upheld, it
did not yield as great of a difference as the statements dealing with communication
abilities.
The individual who pseudo-stuttered was rated more positively on statements of I
felt the person appeared to be genuine, The individual appeared to be independent, and I
would hire this person to care for my dog. The first two statements were classified as
preferable personality traits. The latter statement was considered a statement, which may
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lead to the candidate to be hired, along with I would feel comfortable allowing this person
to watch my house. Both statements that relate to hiring the candidates had differences of
the means being only hundredths of a point.

Discussion
To summarize the findings of this study, the investigator decided to look at the
communication, personality, and competence evaluations of the candidates. By looking
at such statements on the questionnaire, one can find clinical applications and personal
benefit. For instance, while for some statements the candidate who stuttered was rated
more negatively, those negative ratings were not carried into statements dealing with
hiring the individual.

Communication abilities separated the two candidates the most. Those statements
that dealt with speech production seemed to be the most affected. However, as
mentioned earlier, the subjects in this study did not give a major difference in their mean
responses to the statement Based upon the person's communication abilities, I would hire
her. Therefore, for the position of a house sitter, the communication struggles of the
candidate who stuttered did not appear to eliminate her from contention for the job
according to the opinions of the subjects in this study. This is an important point to relay
to individuals who stutter.

When looking at statements dealing with personality, including trustworthiness,
outgoingness, comfortableness etc., the most separating differences dealt with the
comfortableness of the candidates during their interview sessions. In such statements, the
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candidate who stuttered was generally viewed as more nervous. This supported the
findings of Lass and his colleges (1989), which found that stutterers were viewed as
nervous, shy, and frustrated. However, there was not a large difference between the two
candidates on these statements. Other statements dealing with personality yielded
minimal differences between the two interviewees. Both were rated higher than the other
on different statements that seem to be similar. For example, the individual who was
fluent rated higher on the statement of I felt the individual was trustworthy, while the
disfluent speaker was rated higher on I felt the individual appeared genuine.

So, while

individuals who stutter may be seen as nervous, other personality traits do not seem to be
negative. This may help a client who stutters that they do not need to avoid a situation
because they may suffer negative judgments against them as a person.

Statements dealing with overall job competency did not seem to produce a very
notable difference between the candidates either. Comments on the questionnaire
focused on availability, willingness, and ability. While the fluent speaker rated higher on
such statements, the differences between the means were minimal. When asked about
actually allowing the person to perform the job tasks, both candidates were rated more
favorable on one statement. The candidate who stuttered received a higher mean for
caring for a dog, while the fluent candidate was rated higher for watching a house. Both
were rated in agreeable ranges according to the numbers associated with labels on the
questionnaire for both jobs. In other words, the subjects in this study at least somewhat
agreed that they would allow either candidate to watch their dog or their house.
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While this study used an individual who pseudo-stuttered,

it is important to note

that the candidate may have been rated more favorably than a person who actually
stuttered would have been (Wenker, et. al., 1996). Some results may have been different
if an individual who really had a stuttering problem had been used. Female stutterers are
also generally seen as more favorable than male stutterers (Lass, et. al., 1989). Results
may also have changed had male speakers been used in this study, rather than females.

It is also undetermined whether the type of stuttering had any effects on the
subjects' perceptions.

In this study, the interviewee who stuttered produced strictly

sound and syllable repetitions. If the candidate used sound prolongations or a
combination of sound and syllable repetitions with sound prolongations, results may have
been different. Such a candidate may be more similar to some individuals with stuttering
problems.

Through the findings of this study, stutterers' communication difficulties may be
noticeable. They may also be seen as nervous. However, for a job that does not have an
emphasis on communication, such factors do not seem to prevent a person from being
hired. Overall, this study found that a candidate who stutters was still viewed as
competent and a potential employee. Therefore, although subjects of this study
recognized that one candidate had communication difficulties, this did not affect their
perceptions about performing the job as a house sitter.
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Appendix A
The following is a list of questions to ask the interview subjects. While answers are
provided for the questions, it is not imperative to answer the questions verbatim to the
responses listed. Please consider this as a semi-script to review before the interview
rather than a script of how the interview should be.

1. What experiences do you have with house sitting?

I frequently watch my grandparent's

house when they travel to Florida for two

months every winter.
I watch my neighbor's house for a week every summer when they travel to Europe.
2. Do you like dogs?

Absolutely, I have two dogs at home, Gizmo and Gadget, who are like a family to
me.
Yes, but I recently just lost my dog, he was 14years old, and he was my best friend!
3. What time do you have available during the day in which you would be able to be at
the house?

I work from 9 a.m. to 5 p.m. with an hour break for lunch. My work is just about
a mile away. I could be here at nights, in the morning, and again during lunch.
I actually have started up my own small business. As long as I put in eight hours a day
there, I can be flexible as to my time spent here.
4. Have you ever operated a security alarm?

Yes, my office has one. Whenever I open up or close the office, I am responsible
for turning the alarm on or ofT.
Yes, my neighbors that I housesit for in the summer have an alarm.
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5. What would you do if you discovered the alarm had gone off?

I would call the security company and the police, and wait for the appropriate
people to arrive at the house.
I would inform the police as to the nature of the alarm going off, and follow the
commands they gave me.
6. Do you have a friend/spouse that may stay with you at the house?

I do have a close friend that I could call to come over, only if truly necessary.
However, I am a pretty independent person and usually handle things on my own.
My husband and I take walks at night, so he may accompany me from time to time when
I check on the house.
7. Do you have a house of your own?

No, I don't have a house at this time. I have been renting apartments for the last
five years though.
My husband and I have actually been looking at houses recently, but we have yet to
purchase one.
8. How far away do you live?

My apartment is about ten miles away, but I work just about a mile up the road.
My apartment is about seven blocks away.
9. If when you brought the mail in, you noticed a letter from the Secretary of State
marked URGENT, what would you do with that?

I would get a hold of you first. If the situation was extremely urgent, I have access
to a fax machine, that I could fax the letter on to you.
I would hope you could leave me a contact number to reach you. I may also call the
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Secretary of State's office to inform them of your absence.
10. We are very proud of our Bird of Paradise plant. It requires special care. What do you
know about the care of such a plant?
They require sunshine and specific temperatures. While I cannot tell you the
exact information, I would be happy to research that.
They are beautiful plants. Unfortunately I cannot tell you a whole lot about them, and I
would ask that you leave your instructions for the care behind
11. What would you do if you discovered our dog kicked the plant over and it was
removed from its pot?
I would clear the soil from the pot, and replant it so that I knew there was still
the appropriate mixture of soil for optimal growth.
I would first clean up the mess. Then I would replant the Bird of Paradise in the
appropriate manner.
12. Why do you feel you should be hired for this position?
I feel I am a responsible individual who has done this kind of work before. I am
up to facing any challenges that may exist and feel prepared to handle them. I
am found of dogs, plants, and your neighborhood as a whole. I feel I am
qualified and willing.
I am very flexible to time that may be spent here, so I am available to take on any
emergencies that may occur. As mentioned before, I am married, and I have the
maturity that accompanies that. My husband and I are looking for a home of our
own, so I am ready to face the obstacles that come along with caring for a house.
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AppendixB
Questionnaire For Evaluation Of House Sitting Applicants:
Please fill out the following questionnaire for the candidate you just viewed. A rating
system follows, please coordinate with the accompanying scantron, beginning with
question # 10 1.
A or 1=completely disagree
B or 2=disagree
C or 3=somewhat disagree
D or 4=neither agree nor disagree
E or 5=somewhat agree
For 6=agree
G or 7=completely agree.

101.
102.
103.
104.
105.
106.
107.
108.
109.
110.
111.
112.
113.
114.
115.
116.
117.
118.
119.
120.
121.
122.
123.
124.
125.
126.
127.
128.
129.
130.

The individual appeared confident.
The candidate was able to articulate their ideas effectively.
The interviewee appeared to be intelligent.
The person communicated well.
I felt that the individual was trustworthy.
The individual spoke at a rate that was appropriate for understanding.
I felt that the candidate appeared comfortable in the interview.
The interviewee seemed apprehensive about being interviewed.
The candidate appeared to be available for the job.
The individual seemed competent.
The interviewee seemed to be personable.
The person seemed willing to take on challenges.
The individual was hesitant to answer questions.
The candidate seemed responsible.
The interviewee appeared nervous.
The individual seemed to be enthusiastic.
The candidate appeared to have good problem solving abilities.
I felt the person appeared to be genuine.
The individual appeared relaxed.
The interviewee appeared to have difficulty speaking.
The candidate seemed to be outgoing.
The individual appeared to be independent.
The person spoke clearly.
The candidate seemed to be a moral person.
Based on the interview, I feel the individual is able to perform the job.
The interviewee appeared to be social.
The individual appeared willing to do the job.
Based upon the person's communication abilities, I would hire her.
I would allow this person to care for my dog.
I would feel comfortable allowing this person to watch my house.

